Appl. No. 09/864,042 
Amdt. Dated 06/23/05 
Reply to Office action of 03/23/2005 

p rM ^p^/Attr,IJMENTS 
Office Action Cairns .-20 were rented under 35 U.S.C. §§ .02(e) * .03(a). Applet 
1-20. 

Request for Examiner's Interview 
Objection of Claims 

requested. 

MtosI Obviousness-type Double Patenting 
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As the Examiner is aware, to anticipate a claim, the reference must teach every element 
of the claim. "A claim is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the claim is 
found, either expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art reference." Vergegaal Bros, 
v. Union Oil Co. of California, 814 F.2d 628, 631, 2 USPQ 2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. Cir. 1987). 
"The identical invention must be shown in as complete detail as is contained in the. . .claim." 
Richardson v. Suzuki Motor Co., 868 F.2d 1226, 1236, 9 USPQ 2d 1913, 1920 (Fed. Cir. 1989). 

For instance, with respect to independent claim 12, Applicant respectfully submits that 
Barbir does not describe logic that performs a state-varying stream cipher operation and uses an 
initialization vector being a seed value only during an encryption process with no corresponding 
seed value being used during a decryption process. Emphasis added. These limitations are 
explicitly set forth in claim 12. 

With respect to claim 18, Applicant respectfully submits that Barbir does not disclose a 
computing device that comprises logic which segments the input data into at least three random 
sized blocks with each block varying in length in response to variations of the internal state of 
the computing device altered by the incoming plain text. Emphasis added. These limitations are 
explicitly set forth in claim 18. 

Thus, in light of the foregoing, withdrawal of the § 102(e) rejection as applied to 
independent claim 12 as well as claims 13-16 and 18 dependent thereon is respectfully requested. 
Applicant respectfully reserves the right to further submit additional grounds for traversing the 
rejection is an appeal is warranted. 
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Rejection Under 35 U.S.C§ 103 

A . §^3REJECJI0N0FC^ 

rej ec,io„becauseapnW-caseof obviousness has not been established. 

As .he Exammerts aware, ,o estabUsh a pn*/^ case of obviousness, three bas,c 

oftheclaim limitations. See MPEP §2,43; see a,so In Re Fine, 873 F. 2* M ■ ™ 
suggest all of the claim limitations. 

nor Zhang, alone or in combination, teach or suggest the followmg: 
altered by the incoming plain text. Emphasts added 

Either Barbir nor Zr^g suggests any operation performed by software where the 
■ „„n„ e plain^dividedin,ovariable-sizedblockswitheachblockvaryin gl ns, Z e,n 

pla n text Zhffig is devord of any teaching of block segmental as clatmed. te, however, 

Ire the sequence of size of blocks would be the same for a gtven encryptton key. Hen e, 
Tolblockswouldbe constant for the same encryption key and would not vary asthe 

incoming plain text changes. 
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Therefore Applet respectfully submits that neither ^ nor Zh^g, alone or m 
the outstanding §103(a) rejection is respectfully requested. 
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C,aims4 7 8, 19 and 20 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentabie 

Mo^wta.aloneorina.ycombmauon.suggestsuse 

independent claim 1 and the arguments set forth above. 

WoreApplicantrespectMl^ 

4 8 19 and 20 be withdrawn. Applicant respectMly reserves the rtght to 
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Conclusion 



the earliest possible date. 
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